VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM FACT SHEET

This document gives pertinent information concerning the VPDES Permit listed below. This
permit is being processed as a MINOR MUNICIPAL permit.

1. PERMIT NO.: VAQ0S0875 EXPIRATION DATE: November 30, 2011
2. FACILITY NAME AND LOCAL MATLING FACILITY LOCATION ADDRESS {IF DIFFERENT)
ADDRESS

Oak Hall Shopping Center .
SE corner of US Hwy 13 @ Rt. 175 (Nash Corner)
Oak Hall, VA 23415

CONTACT AT FACILITY: CONTACT AT LOCATION ADDRESS
NAME: Mr. Don Hearl NAME: same ’
TITLE: Vice-Pres. ESS TITLE:
PHONE: (540)-825-6660 PHONE :
3. OWNER CONTACT: (TO RECEIVE PERMIT) CONSULTANT CONTACT:
NAME: Mr. James Koehler NAME: Mr. Don Hearl, Vice-President
TITLE: Vice-President FIRM NAME: Env. Syst. Services, LTD
COMPANY NAME: TAT Oak Hall LLC ADDRESS : 218 N. Main Street
ADDRESS: 655 Fox Run Rd., Suite B
Findley, OH 45840 Culpeper, VA 22701
PHONE : {419)-422-8443 PHONE : (540)-825-6660

4, PERMIT DRAFTED BY: DEQ, Water Pe . Regiocnal Office

Date{s}: 07/15/11
Date(s}: 07/ 2¢%/11

Permit Writer(s): R.E. Smiths
Reviewed By: M.H. Sauer

5. PERMIT ACTION:

( } Issuance (X) Reissuance { } Revoke & Reissue { ) Owner Modification
{ )} Board Modification ( ) Change of Ownership/Name [Effective Date: ]
6. SUMMARY QF SPECIFIC ATTACHMENTS LABELED AS:

Attachment 1 Site Inspection Report/Memorandum

Attachment 2 Digscharge Location/Topographic Map

Attachment 3 Schematic/Plans & Specs/Site Map/Water Balance

Attachment 4 TABLE I - Discharge/Outfall Description

Attachment 5 TABLE IT - Effluent Monitoring/Limitations

Attachment & Effluent Limitations/Monitoring Rationale/Suitable

Data/Antidegradation/Antibacksliding

Attachment 7 Special Conditions Rationale

Attachment 8 Receiving Waters Info./Tier Determination/303(d) Listing Info

Attachment B9 TABLE ITII{(a) and TABLE III(b) - Change Sheets

Attachment 10 EPA Permit Checklist

Attachment 11 Chronology Sheet

Attachment 12 Public Participation

Attachment 13 Other Documents

APPLICATION COMPLETE: 07/06/11 (D88 comments)



7.

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

PERMIT CHARACTERIZATION: (Check as many as appropriate) Z/

Toxics Reduction Evaluation
Storm Water Management Plan
Pretreatment Program Required
Possible Interstate Effect

Publicly-Owned Industrial

(X) Existing Discharge (X} Effluent Limited
( ) Proposed Discharge (X) Water Quality Limited
(X) Municipal { ) WET Limit
SIC Code(s)5411,6512,4952 { ) Interim Limits in Permit
( ) Industrial { ) Interim Limits in Other Document
SIC Code (=) {( ) Compliance Schedule Required
() POTW { ) S8ite Specific WQ Criteria
() PVOTW { ) Variance to WQ Standards
(X) Private { ) Water Effects Ratio
() Federal { ) Discharge to 303{(d) Listed Segment
() State { ) Toxics Management Program Regquired
() ¢}
()
()
{3}

RECEIVING WATERS CLASSIFICATICON: River basin information.

Ooutfall No(s): 001

Receiving Stream: Unnamed Trib to Tunnels Mill Br. Te Bullbegger Creek
River Mile: 1.43

Basin: Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic Ocean & Small Coastal -

Subbasin: N/A

Section: 2a

Clasg: IIT

Special Standard(s): none

Tidal: No

FACILITY DESCRIPTION: Describe the type facility from which the discharges
originate.

Existing municipal discharge resulting from the discharge of treated domestic
sewage.

LICENSED OPERATOR REQUIREMENTS: () No ({X) Yes Class: IV

RELIABILITY CLASS: I

SITE INSPECTION DATE: 03/08/11 REPORT DATE: 03/10/11

Performed By: S5.J. Thomas

SEE ATTACHMENT 1

DISCHARGE (S) LOCATION DESCRIPTION: Provide USGS Topo which indicates the discharge
location, significant (large) discharger (s} to the receiving stream, water intakes,
and other items of interest.

Name of Topo: Hallwood, VA Quadrant No.: 14234

SEE ATTACHMENT 2

ATTACH A SCHEMATIC OF THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM(S) [IND. & MUN.}1. FOR
INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES, PROVIDE A GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PRODUCTION CYCLE(S) AND
ACTIVITIES. FOR MUNICIPAL FACILITTES, PFROVIDE A GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE
TREATMENT PROVIDED.

SEE ATTACHMENT 3

DISCHARGE DESCRIPTION: Describe each discharge originating from this facility.

SEE ATTACHMENT 4



16. COMBINED TOTAL FLOW:

TOTAL: 0.01MGD (for public notice)
DESIGN FLOW: 0.01 MGD (MUN.)

17. STATUTORY OR REGUDLATORY BASIS FOR EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
{Check all which are appropriate)

X State Water Contreol Law

X Clean Water Act

X VPDES Permit Regulation (9 VAC 25-31-10 et seq.)

X EPA NPDES Regulation (Federal Register)
EPA Effluent Guidelines (40 CFR 133 or 400 - 471)
Water Quality Standards (9 VAC 25-260-5 et sed.)

X Wasteload Allocaticn from a TMDL or River Basin Plan

18, EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING: Provide all limitations and monitoring requirements
being placed on each outfall.

SEE TABLE II - ATTACEMENT 5

19, EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING RATIONALE: Attach any analyses of an outfall by
individual toxic parameter. As a minimum, it will include: statistics summary
{fnumber of data values, quantification level, expected value, variance, covariance,
97th percentile, and statistical method); wasteload allocation (acute, chronic and
human health); effluent limitations determination; input data listing. Include all
calculations used for each outfall and set of effluent limits and those used in any
model (s). Include all caleulations/documentation of any antidegradatiom or anti-
backsliding issues in the development of any limitations; complete the review
statements below. Provide a rationale for limiting intermal waste streams and
indicator pollutants. Attach chlorine mass balance calculations, if performed.
Attach any additional information used to develop the limitations, including any
applicable water quality standards calculations (acute, chronic and human health) .

SEE ATTACHMENT 6

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS IN LIMITATIONS DEVELOPMENT:

VARIANCES/ALTERNATE LIMITATIONS: Provide justification or refutation ratiomale
for requested variances or altermatives to regquired permit conditions/limitations.
Thig includes, but is not limited to: waivers from testing requirements;
variances from technology guidelines or water quality standards; WER/translator
study consideration; variances from standard permit limits/conditions.

N/A

SUITABLE DATa: In what, if any, effluent data were considered in the
establishment of effluent limitations and provide all appropriate
information/calculations.

A1l suitable effluent data were reviewed.

ANTIDEGRADATION REVIEW: Provide all appropriate information/calculations for the
antidegradation review.

The receiving stream has been classified as tier 1; therefore, no further review
is needed. Permit limits have been established by determining wastelcad
allocations that will result in attaining and/or maintaining all water guality
criteria that apply to the receiving stream, including narrative criteria. These
wasteload allocations will provide for the protection and maintenance of all
existing uses (see item 30: comments).

SEE ATTACHMENT 6



H

i
ANTIBACKSLIDING REVIEW: Indicate if antibacksliding applies to this permit and,
if so, provide all appropriate informatiocm.

There are no backsliding issues to address in this permit (i.e., limits as
stringent or more stringent when compared to the previous permit}.

20. SPECIAL CONDITIONS RATIONALE: Provide a rationale for each of the permit's special
conditions.

SEE ATTACHMENT 7

21. TOXICS MONITORING/TOXICS REDUCTION AND WET LIMIT SPECIAL CONDITIONS RATIONALE:
Provide the justification for any toxics monitoring program and/or toxics reduction

program and WET limit.

N/A

22. SLUDGE DISPOSAL PLAN: Provide a description of the sludge dispesal plan {(e.g., type
sludge, treatment provided and disposal method). Indicate if any of the plan
elements are included within the permit.

Sludge is hauled by Boggs Water & Sewer to a wastewater treatment plant in the City
of Pocomoke, MD. It would be hauled from the facility on an as needed basis. The
plan has been included in the VPDES application for approval. The Standard special
condition is included in Part I of the permit.

23. MATERIAL STORED: List the type and quantity of wastes, £luids, or pollutants being
stored at this facility. Briefly describe the storage facilities and 1list, if any,
measures taken to prevent the stored material from reaching State waters.

NONE .

24. RECEIVING WATERS INFORMATION: Refer to the State Water Control Board's Water Quality
Standards [e.g., River Basin Section Tables (9 VAC 25-260-5 et seq.). Use 8% VAC 25-
260-140 C (introduction and numbered paragraph) to address tidal waters where fresh
water standards would be applied or transitional waters where the most stringent of
fresh or salt water standards would be applied. Attach any memoranda or other
information which helped to develop permit conditions (i.e. tier determinations,
PReP complaints, special water quality studies, STORET data and other bioclogical

and/or chemical data, etc.

SEE ATTACHMENT 8

25 305(b) /303 (d) Listed Segments: Indicate if the facility discharges to a segment that
is listed on the current 3203(d) list and, if so, provide all appropriate
information/calculatiocns.

This facility discharges to an umnamed tributary to Bullbegger Creek. This
receiving stream segment had been listed om the 305{b)/303(d} list for protection of
shell fish. The permit has water quality-based limits for fecal coliform which
have been achieved and require compliance with the standard prior to discharge.
Given thege limits, this facility can neither cause or contribute to a vioclation of

the standards.

26. CHANGES TO PERMIT: Use TABLE III(a) to record any changes from the previous permit
and the rationale for those changes. Use TABLE III (b} to record any changes made to
the permit during the permit processing period and the ratiocnale for those changes
[i.e., use for comments from the applicant, VDE, EPA, other agencies and/or the
public where comments resulted in changes to the permit limitations or any other
changes associated with the special conditions or reporting requirements].

SEE ATTACHMENT 9



27.

28.

29.

DEQ PLANNING COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT:

Ay

NPDES INDUSTRIAL PERMIT RATING WORKSHEET:

N/A - This is a municipal facility.

Document amny comments received from

DEQ planning.

The discharge is not addressed in any planning document but will be included when
the plan is updated.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: Document comments/responses received during the public

participation process.

If comments/responses provided, especially if they result in
changes to the permit, place in the attachment.

VDH/DSS COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received from
the Virginia Dept. of Health and noted how resolved.

The VDH waived the right to comment and/or object to the adequacy of the draft
permit.

EPA COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received from the
U.S. Envircnmental Protection Agency and noted how resclved.

EPA waived the right to comment and/or object to the adequacy of the draft permit.

ADJACENT STATE COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments recelved
from an adjacent state and noted how resolved.

Not Applicable.

OTHER AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received
from any other agencies (e.g., VIMS, VMRC, DGIF, etc.) and noted how resolved.

Not Applicable.

OTHER COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM RIPARIAN OWNERS/CITIZENS ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document
any comments received from other sources and note how resolved.

The application and draft permit have received public notice in accordance with
the VPDES Permit Regulation, and no comments were received.

PUBLIC NOTICE INFORMATION: Comment Period: Start Date , 2011
End Date , 2011

Persons may comment in writing or by e-mail to the DEQ on the proposed
reissuance of the permit within 30 days from the date of the first
notice. Address all comments to the contact person listed below.
Written or e-mail comments shall include the name, address, and
telephone number of the writer, and shall contain a complete, concise
statement of the factual basis for comments. Only those comments
received within this period will be considered. The Director of the
DEQ may decide to hold a public hearing if public response is
significant. Requests for public hearings shall state the reason why
a hearing is requested, the nature of the issues proposed to be raised
in the public hearing and a brief explanation of how the requestor’s
interests would be directly and adversely affected by the proposed
permit action.



30.

b

All pertinent information is on file and may be inspected, and arrangements made
for copying by contacting:

Mr. Robert E. Smithson

Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) ,
Tidewater Regional Office

5636 Scuthern Boulevard

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

Telephone: 757-518-2106
E-mail: Robert.smithsonjredeq.virginia.gov

Following the comment period, the Board will make a determination regarding the

proposed reissuance. This determination will become effective, unless the
Director grants a public hearing. Due notice of any public hearing will be given.

ADDITIONAL FACT SHEET COMMENTS/PERTINENT INFORMATION:

The facility utilizes dual ultraviolet (UV) banks for disinfection. Should the
facility utilize chlorine feed as a backup in case of power failure, chlorine
limitations and language have been added to this permit.

Pocomoke Sound & Pocomoke River, including Bullbegger Creek, had a bacteria
(shellfish) TMDL approved by EPA 4/15/09 (SWCB approval 11/14/092). The facility’ s
WLA= 7.57E+07 MPN/100ml was based on their design flow of 0.01 MGD and 200 MPN/100ml
permitted fecal coliform concentration. Shellfishing use was removed in 2010 (Ds8
administrative condemnation). However, the (fecal coliform} TMDL will remain in
effect based on permit requirements (Permit limits have been established by
determining wasteload allocations that will result in attaining and/or maintaining
all water quality criteria that apply to the receiving stream, including narrative
criteria) . Fecal Coliform will be limited {200 MPN/100ml) and meonitored 1/Month.

In addition, Bullbegger Cr. is a tributary to Chesapeake Bay (segment POCMH) which
is listed in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL (EPA approved 12/29/10): No WLA was assigned
for this facility in this TMDL.



ATTACHMENT 1

STITE INSPECTION REPORT/MEMORANDUM

Y



Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

WASTEWATER FACILITY INSPECTION REPORT

FACILITY NAME: Oak Hall Shopping Center INSPECTION DATE: March 8, 2011
Siingaﬁf I\{,fhz‘);?{ Joute 13 & Route 172 INSPECTOR: Stephen J. Thomas
PERMIT No.: VA0090875 REPORT DATE: March 10, 2011
TYPE OF . ) ' TIME OF INSPECTION:
FACILITY: ¥ Municipal ¥ Small Minor 1 4 1ival: 0850 Departure: 1040
I Industrial
TOTAL TIME SPENT 7.5 Hours
I™ Federal (including prep & travel)
PHOTOGRAPHS:  [J Yes ™ No UNANNOUNCED INSPECTION? & ves ™ No
REVIEWED BY /Date:  Kenneth T. Rawm / 04-06-11 "
PRESENT DURING INSPECTION: John Allen - ESS
TECHNICAL INSPECTION
1. Has there been any new construchon‘?. ' _ Fves I No
e If so, were plans and specifications approved?
Comments:
2. Is the Operations and Maintenance Manual approved and up-to-date? W Yes [T No
Comments:
3. Are the Permit and/or Operation and Maintenance Manual specified licensed operator W Yes [“No
being met? :
Comments:
4. Are the Permit and/or Operation and Maintenance Manual specified operator staffing W Yes [™No
requirements being met? )
Comments:
5. Is there an established and adequate program for training personnel? ™Yes W No
Comments: :
6. Are preventive maintenance task schedules being met? W Yes [ No
Comments:
7. Does the plant experience any organic or hydraulic overloading? ™ Yes W No
Comments: _ .
8. Has there been any bypassing or overflows since the last inspection? ™ Yes [ No
Comments:
9. Is the standby generator (including power transter switch} operational and exercised W Yes [~ No
regularly?
Comments:
10. Is the plant alarm system operational and tested regularly? ¥ Yes T No
Comments:

VAD090875-030811-SJT 1




Oak Hall Shopping Center

{ Permit # VA0090875

UNIT PROCESS EVALUATION SUMMARY SHEET

UNIT PROCESS APPLICABLE PROBLEMS* CONIMENTS
Sewage Pumping X
Flow Measurement (Influent)
Screening/Comminution
Grit Removal
QiliwWater Separator
Flow Equalization X
Ponds/Lagoons
Imhoff Tank
Primary Sedimentation X
Bioclere Units X

Seplic Tank and Sand Filter

Rotating Biological Contactor

Activated Sludge Aeration

Biological Nutrient Removal

Sequencing Batch Reactor

Secondary Sedimentation X
Flocculation )

Tertiary Sedimentation

Filtration X

Micrg-Sereening

Activated Carbon Adsorption

Chlorination

Dechlorination

Qzonatloh

Ultraviolet Disinfection

Post Aeration

x|

Flow Measurement
{Effluent}

Land Apptication (Effluent}

Plant Outfall X

Sludge Pumping

Flotation Thickening {DAF)

Gravity Thickening

Aerobic Digestion

Anaerobic Digestion

Lime Stabilization

Cenlrifugation

Sludge Press

Vacuum Filtration

Drying Beds

Thermal Treatment

Incineration

Composting

Land Application (Sludge}

Problem Codes :

Unit Needs Attention 4. Unapproved Modification or Temporary Repair
Abnormal influent/Effluent 5. Evidence of Process Upset

Evidence of Equipment Failure 8. Other (explain in comments})

WN

VAO090875-030811-SJT 3




Oak Hall Shopping Center

L

| Permit# | VA0090875

Was a Sampling Inspection conducted? = vy (see Sampling Inspection Report) ¥ No

_ EFFLUENT FIELD DATA;
Flow a 003 MGD Dissolved Oxygen § 84 g/L TRC (Contact Tank) % mg/L
pH % 7.9 SU. " | Temperature % 14.7 - c TRC (Finzl Effluent) § . mg/L

CONDITION OF OUTFALL AND EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS:

1. Type of outfall: Diffuser?

2. Are the outfall and supporting structures in good condition?

5. Receiving stream:

W Shore based I~ Submerged ITYes ¥ No

W Yes [™ No

3. Final Effluent (evidence of following problems): ™ Sludge bar I™ Grease
I~ Turbid effluent ™ Visible foam [ Unusual coler ™ Oil sheen
4, s there a visible effluent plume in the receiving stream? I Yes ¥ No
¥ No observed problems ™ Indication of problems (explain below)

Comments; The receiving stream appeared normal; there was some algae growth both downstream and

upstream of outfall, and the stream did conation blowing trash from the shopping center.

INSPECTION COMMENTS:

be

a problem during the coldest months of the year. Two operators share plant duties.

1 would like to thank Mr. John Allen for his cooperation and assistance during this inspection.

The Oak Hall wastewater treatment plant was found to be in satisfactory operating condition at the time of the
inspection. All plant equipment appeared to be operating properly during the inspection. A small Laundromat now
- discharges into the plant, but has not adversely affected operations. Meeting TKN limits on a consistent basis can

REQUIRED CORRECTIVE ACTIONS:

No corrective action is required at this time.

VA0090875-030811-SJT 4



ATTACHMENT 2

DISCHARGE LOCATION/TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
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ATTACHMENT 3

SCHEMATIC/PLANS & SPECS/SITE MAP/
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ATTACHMENT 4

TABLE I - DISCHARGE/OUTFALL DESCRIPTION



v
TABLE I v

NUMBER AND DESCRIPTION OF OUTFALLS

QUTFALL DISCHARGE DISCHARGE SOUECE TREATMENT

....... FLOW
NO. LOCATION @ o &3 N D .
- Treatment congists of :
grease trap, primary
001 37956 34.97 Domestic wastewater from settling tank(s), 0.01 MGD

75%327 18.4" grocery & retail stores acration/trickling
filtration, tertiary sand
filtration {TEN removal)
and UV light disinfection

(1) List operations contributing to flow
{2) Give brief description, unit by unit
(3) Give maximum 30-day average flow for industry and design flow for municipal




ATTACHMENT 5

TABLE II - EFFLUENT MONITORING/LIMITATIONS
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TARLE II - MUNICIPAL MINOR EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS
Attachment 2 continmed

Final Chlorine Limitations Effective Dates - From: permit issuance To: permit expiration
AFTER CL2 CONTACT AFTER AFTER CL2 CONTACT TANK
TRC ** TANK DECHLORINATIO (Dechlor. Not Required)
{Dechlor. Required)
MIN. EXC | INST. | WKLY | INST. | PERMIT REPORT- | gxc | TECH.
MIN. AVG. MAX. RANGE EXC ING MAX.
RANGE

‘a) Non-
Detect. 1.0 3 0.6 010 - NA NA NA NA NA
Dechlor. mg/1 mg/l
Required
b) Detect.
Dechlor. - - — —- -— NA NA NA NA NA
Required
¢) No NA NA NA NA NA - o — — -—
Dechlor.

*Totalizing, Indicating & Recording Equipment
*# __Chlorine mass balance Cw (W for Tidal systems): check one
X a) G, <0.1 mg/l [dechlor. required, non-detectable format]

w b) 0.1 mg/l < C,,. < 2.0 mg/1 (2.5 mg/t for PWS, Shellfish waters) [dechlor. required, detectable format]
¢) Cy > 2.0 mg/l (2.5 mg/l for PWS, Shellfish waters) [dechlor. not required, inchide a restrictive technology max. value|

The design flow of this treatment facility is 0.01 MGD.
NA = NOT APPLICABLE; NI = NO LIMIT, MONITORING REQUIREMENT ONLY
LS. = Immersion Stabilization |

See Part I.B. for additional TRC limitations.



ATTACHMEN T 6

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING
RATIONALE/SUITABLE DATA/
ANTIDEGRADATION/ANTIBACKSLIDING
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ATTACHMENT 6

VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM

Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Monitoring

Monitoring frequency for CBOD5, TSS , TKN and FECAL COLIFORM will be I/month. E. coli is 1/week and all other
parameters will be monitored 1/D, based upon a design flow of 0.01 MGD and best professional judgement.

Limitations were based upon best professional judgement, with the exception of TRC, e. coli and fecal coliform, which are
based upon water quality standards.

OUTFALL 001

Flow: Ne limit; menitoring 1/day, estimate - standard requirement for a municipal permit with this design flow.
pH: Minimum of 6.0 s.u., maximum of 9.0 s.u. - BPJ to pretect water quality in the receiving stream.

CBOD5
& TSS: Monthly average linit of 10 mg/l (0.38 kg/d) and a weekly average limit of 15 mg/l (0.57 kg/d) were based upon
best professional judgement and OWPP guidance (reference attachment 4-3 for details and basis); grab sample

TKN: Monthly average limit of 3.?ngll (.11 kg/d) and a maximwn Limit of 4.5 mg/l (.17 kg/d) were based upon best
professional judgement and OWPP guidance (reference attachment 4-3 and 4-4 for details and basis); grab sample.

D.0.:  Limit of 6.0 mg/l minimum; grab sample - BPY and OWPP guidelines on swamp limitations +
).

TRC: Limits of .008 mg/l monthly average and .010 mg/l weekly average are included in this permit based upon
modeling results. This is in accordance with the VPDES Permit Manual . o

Fecal Coliform: Limit of 200 N/CML (geometric mean) monthly average is based upon the TMDL requirements and WLA.
(see TMDL discussion at boitom of page). Fecal Coliform will be limited (200 MPN/100ml) asd monitored 1/Month.

The (fecal coliform) TMDL. will remain in effect based on permit requirements (permit limits have been established by
determining wasteload allocations that will result in attaining and/or maintaining all water quality criteria that apply to the
receiving stream, incleding narrative criteria).

E. coli: Limit of 126 #/100m! CML (geometric mean) monthly average required by Water Quality Standards, 9 VAC 25-
260-170.A.2.: rew bhacterial standards. These standards became effective as of January 15, 2003, as did the revised
disinfection policy of 9 VAC 25-260-170.B. The disinfection policy of 9 VAC 25-260-170.B. requires that all effluents
attain the applicable bacteria concentration stated in 9 VAC 25-260-170.A.2. prior to discharge when utilizing an
alternative to chlorination as a disinfection method {(UV light).

No ammonia limitation is needed since a TKN limit of 3.0 mg/l protects the receiving stream from ammeonia-N toxicity (see
rationale page 30)

TMDLs : This receiving stream segment has been listed on the 305(b)/303(d) list for protection of shell fish. This facility
discharges to an unnamrd tributary to Bullbegger Creek. Pocomoke Sound & Pocomoke River, including Bullbegger
Creek, had a bacteria (shellfish) TMDL approved by EPA 4/15/09 (SWCB approval 11/14/09). The facility’s WLA=
7.57E+07 MPN/100m! was based on their design flow of .01 MGD and 200 MPN/100ml permitted fecal coliform
conceniration. Shellfishing use was removed in 2010 (DSS administrative condemnation). However, the (fecal coliform}
TMDL will remain in effect based on permit requirements. Given these limits, this facility can neither cause or contribute

to a violation of the standards.



ANTIDEGRADATION REVIEW A%

The receiving stream has been classified as tier 1; therefore, no further review is needed. Permit limits have been
established by determining wasteload allocations which will result in attaining and/or maintaining all water quality
criteria which apply to the receiving stream, including narrative criteria. These wasteload allocations will provide
for the protection and maintenance of all existing uses.

There are no antibacksliding issues to address in this permit reissnance
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ATTACHMENT 7
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ATTACHMENT 7
VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM
LIST OF SPECIATL, CONDITICNS RATIONATLE

Name of Condition:
B. Additional Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) Limitations and Monitoring Regquirements

Rationale: Reguired by Water Quality Standards, 9VAC 25-260-170, Fecal
coliform bacteria; other waters. Also, 40 CFR 122.41({(e) reguires the
permittee, at all times, to properly operate and maintain all facilities and
systems of treatment in order tc comply with the permit. This ensures proper
operation of chlorination equipment to maintain adequate disinfection.

C. OTHER REQUIREMENTS OR SPECTAL CONDITIONS
1. Reopeners
a. Sludge Reopener

Rationale: Required by the VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 C., and
40 CFR 122.44 {(c)(4), which note that all permits for domestic sewage
treatment plants (including sludge-only facilities) include any applicable
standard for sewage sludge use or disposal promulgated under section 405(d) of
the Clean Water Act.

b. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Reopener

Rationale: For specified waters, Section 303{d) of the Clean Water Act
requires the development of total maximum daily loads necessary to achieve the
applicable water quality standards. The TMDL must take into account seasonal
variations and a margin of safety. In addition, Section 62.1-44.19:7 of the
State Water Control Law requires the development and implementaticn of plans
to address impaired waters, including TMDLs. This condition allows for the
permit to be either modified cor, alternatively, revoked and reissued to
incorporate the reguirements of a TMDL once it is developed. In addition, the
reopener recognizes that, in according to Section 402 (o) {1) of the Clean Water
Act, limits and/or conditions may be either more or less stringent than those
contained in this permit. Specifically, they can be relaxed if they are the
result of a TMDL, basin plan or other wasteload allccaticn prepared under
Section 303 of the Act.

2. Licensed Operator Reguirement
Rationale: The Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-200 D and Code of Virginia

54,1-2300 et. seg., Rules and Regulations for Waterworks and Wastewater Works
Operators (18 VAC 160-20-10 et seq.) requires licensure of operators.

3. Reliability Class

Rationale: Required by Sewage Collection and ITreatment Regulations, 12 VAC b5-
581-20 and 120 for all municipal facilities.

4. CTC, CTO and O & M Manual Reguirements

Required by the State Water Control Law, Section 62.1-44.19; the Sewage
Collection and Treatment Regulations (12 VAC 5-581 et seq); Section 401 of the
Clean Water Act; 40 CFR 122.41(e); and the VPDES Permit Regulation {9 VAC-25-
31-180E) .

5. 95% Design Capacity Notification
Rationale: Required by the VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-200 B.2. for

all POTW and PVOTW permits. Best professional judgement is used to apply this
condition to other (private) municipal treatment facilities.



ATTACHMENT 7
VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM
LIST OF SPECTAL CONDITIONS RATIONALE

Quantification Levels Under Part I.A.
Raticnale: States are authorized to establish monitoring metheds and
procedures to complle and analyze data on water guality, as per 40 CFR part
130, Water Quality Planning and Management, subpart 130.4.

Compliance Reporting Under Part I.A.

Raticnale: Defines reporting requirements for toxic parameters with
quantification levels to ensure consistent, accurate reporting on submitted
reports.

Sludge Management Plan

Raticnale: The VPDES Permit Regulation, 9§ VAC 25-31-420, and 40 CFR 503.1 specify
the purpose and applicability for sludge management plans. The VPDES Permit
Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-100 J.4., also sets forth certain detailed informaticn which
must be included in a sludge management plan. The VPDES sewage sludge permit
application form and its attachments constitute the sludge management plan and will
be considered for approval with the VPDES permit. In addition, the Sewerage
Regulaticns (12 VAC 5-580-10 et seq.) specifies that sludge management activities
not specifically provided for through approval of design plans and specifications
shall be described in a sludge management plan submitted by the owner to the
Department and Board for review and approval. In addition, the Biosclids Use
Regulatiocn, 12 VAC 5-585-330 and 340, specifies the general purpose and control
requirements for an O&M manual in order to facilitate proper OsM ¢f the facilities
to meet the requirements of the regulation.



ATTACHMENT 8
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MEMORANDUM
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TIDEWATER REGIONAL OFFICE

Pembroke Two - Suite 318 Virginia Beach, VA 23462

SUBJECT: Recommended Effluent Limitations for the -Fdgeweed-tobietome
Pomdeta-T - Unnamed Tributary to Tunnels Mill Branch, Accomack,

V_&_
TO: Permit File via Bob Smithson
FROM: Stephen Cioccié via Bob Jackson
DATE: December 5, 1994
COPIES: Modeling Fiie

The subject facility discharges to a dry ditch tributary (a drainage ditch system,
which has a 7Q18 of zero) of Tunnels Miil Branch. The receiving stream is
basically an intermittent stream/dry ditch system which conveys the discharge.
via drainage ditches to Tunnels Mill Branch, which is a perennial stream.

The proposed effluent limitations to address oxygen demand are:

cBOD =10 mg/l TSS =18 mg/i
TKN =3 mg/I D.0. =5 mg/I

A Best Engineering Judgement (BEJ) approach is employed to determine
appropriate effluent limitations to address oxygen demand. Recent draft OWRM
guidance (see Attachment 1) indicates a discharge to a stream with a 7Q10 of zero
would require a discharge that is "self sustaining so to comply with water quality
standards”. The guidance titled "Advisory Notification of Effiuent Limits for
Swamp and Marsh Waters”, March 9,. 1987 (see Attachment 2}, identifies effluent
limits that are "representative of effluents that are self sustaining”. We propose
use of the 'Swamp and Marsh Waters” effluent limitations with the substitution of a
D.0. of 5 mg/l to equal the D.0. standard at the discharge point. This will result in
proposed effluent limitations of 18/16/3/5 (cBQD/TSS/TKN/D.0.). This will bein
concert with the guidance and consistent with effluent limitations imposed on
Simllar discharges.

There is some question as to whether the proposed effluent limitations will be
adequate to maintain the applicable water quality standards specified by the Class
it stream classification (instream D.O. of 5 mg/l}). However, all available
information indicates that limits at least as stringent as 1@/18/3/5 are required.
We recommend that monitoring of the receiving stream be conducted by DEQ, ata
time after the final limitations have become effective, in order to verify that these
proposed limitations will maintain standards.

c:\wpwin\woriinodel ing\re_edgey.vin
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- . Office { irommental’ Reseaxrch an { ndards.
. ’ ' - state Water Control Board
2111 N. Hamilton Street DP. 0. Box 11143 Richmeng, Vlrglnla 23230

SUBJECT: Advisory Notification of Effluent Limits for Swamp and
Maxrsh Waters

TC 1 I.. G. Lawson /é//

FROM: A. J. Anthony //
DATY : . March g, 1987
COPIES: M. A. Bellanca, W. L. woecdfin, M. D. Phillips, J. W.

Gregory, Regiomal Directors, file
pe, dr ==

'In the event that a proposal is raceived for discharge to 2 svamp or

marsh that cannot be modeled and the currant standards are being
violated for whatever reason, OERS recommends the following eZfluent

limits:
CBOD,. = 10 mg/l
TSSs = 10 mg/t
TEN = 3 mg/L
D.0. = 3 mg/1 .
cL, = 0.011 =g/l

Qur rztionale for these reccmmendations are as Zollow:

1. We have found over the past yvears, through apolication of
© modeling techonoclogy to small streams, that the above limifs are
renresentative of effinents that are “selfmsusta_n_nd“- that is:
such an effliuent will not normally violate the stream standazd
even if the stream consists of 100% effluent.

Given the fact that the areas of inteénded application of ouxr
recomrencations are such that the strezm will not pessess good
mlxlng processes”  and may in fact conbaln 100% effluentc for
significant distances and times render it necessary, in cur
opinion, that discharges be essentially of "self-sustaining®
quality. . .

2- CBOD. —— We are recommending nitxd lcatwcn and consequently
CBEDT1is what will be measured. In aadﬁ ~icn, we believe that
where both uncxidized nitrogen and hydrocarbons are limited due
to considerations of stream dissolved oxygen, it is correct and

reasanable to specify them sena:atalv to avoid double counting
uhw*.Jmars. .

At '{ZCL ch m(;MTLT - r;)
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TELEPHONE DOCUMENTATION

SUBJECT : AMMONIA LIMIT CALCULATIONS UNNECESSARY WITH TKN
SWAME /MARSH LIMIT

WRITTEN BY: R. B. Smithson DATE: August 138, 1993

TO : Permit Tactsheac

DISCUSSION: R. M. Smith and T spoks with Frad Holt on this dats

concerning the ne2d for ammonia limit ealculazicns when swamp/marsh
kN limits apolvy. He informed us that a TN limit of 3'mg/l is
s-ringent =snough Toa protect any raceiving Straam from ammonia
toxicity, hence an ﬁHB limic would be unneceésary. This applies;
as well,'%hen antidegradatioﬁ-is heing considersd because of tier
2 Watars. Ammonia limit calculations using baseline data is not

necessary.

CONSIDERATION: Should a draiz permit include tisred TXY limits in
che summer and ammonia limitTs in che wiacer To assist tThe permitize
in meating denitrification raguirzments, antidegradation may be a

onsideration when calculatiag NH3. £ the receiving waters ar

W

a

tier 2, then ¥H3 baseline data must be utilized.

cx

cc: R. M. Smich,

cc: R. B. Gaade

Jo
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Analysis ©of the Oak Hall Shopping Center effiuent data for chlorine
Averaging period for standard = 4 days :

The statistics for chlorine are:

Number of values = 3

Quantification level = 100

Number < quantification = 0

Expected value = 2433.333

Variance = 2131599

C.V. ' = .6

97th percentile = 59821.315

Statistics used = Reasonable potential assumptions - Type 2 data

The WLAs for chlorine are:
Acute WLA = 19
Chronic WLA = 11
Human Health WLA = ----

Limits are based on chronic toxicity and 30 samples/month, 8 samples/week

Maximum daily limit = 16.08832
Average weekly limit = 9.596767 pn 0095 mg p;gj
Average monthly limit = 7.973714 ,, ,097?4%ﬁ[L.£f 009

Note: The maximum daily limit applies to industrial dischargers
The average weekly limit applies to POTWs
The average monthly limit applies to both.

The Data are
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Planning fm” il

Date: 6/2/2011

To: Kristie Britt, TRO

Permit Writer: RE Smithson

Facility: Qak Hall Shopping Center WWTP
Permit Number: VA0090875

Issuance, Reissuance or Modification (if Modification describe): reissuance
Permit Expiration Date: 11/30/2011

Waterbody ID ( ex: VAT-G15E): VAT-C09R
Topo Name: Hallwood VA- 1424

Facility Address:

Hwy 13 & Re 175 (Nash Corner), Oak Hall, VA 23415

_Receiving Streami: Attached are topographic maps showing facility property boundaries and outfall(s) locations for those

included in this request.

Stream Name: Unnamed Trib to Tunnels Mill Branch to Bullbegger Creek

Click here to enter text,

Stream Data Requested? Click here to enter text.

Outfall #: 001 - LatLon:375634.9 7532184
Qutfall #: Click here 0 enter text. Lat Lon; Click here fo entey iext.
Qutfall #; Click here to enter {ext. Lat Lon: Click heve 1o enter text.

Stream Name (2): Click here to enter text.

Click here tp enter text.

Stream Data Requested? Click hers to enter text.

Outfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter text.
Qutfall #: Click hers to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter text.
Ouifall #: Clicik here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click here to enter fext.

If greater than 2 receiving streams or 3 outfalls per stream please provide a separate table with outfall listings and Latitude Longitude
description. ‘

Planning Review:

303 (d): Indicate Qutfalls which discharge directly to an impaired
(Category 5) stream segment and parameters impaired

Outfall 001does not discharge to a 303d impaired water. AU associated with Unnamed Trib to Tunnels Mill Branch is
VAT-CO9R_ZZZ01A00.

Click here to enter text.

Tier Determination

Tier Tier 1 since outfall discharges to a low flow stream. Attachment 1.
Tier Click here to enter text.

Management Plan

Is the facility Referenced in a Management Plan? NO

Are limits contained in a Management Plan? NO

Review will be completed in 30 days of receipt of request.

Additional Comments:

KNB 6/13/2011
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' VWQMP - Guidance Manual_ " ~ pEQ

Section 2.0
Until further,guidance is provided by OWRM Permits, asseSsment of. .

- i

waters. for NH; should be based upon OWRM}Gﬁidaﬂca'Nol_9340;§:§;pm
Larry G. Lawsomn,, dated June 22, 1893. L R

-
v - - . -

The  sbove guidance specifies that the ambient NH; data should be "7~
compared to the NH; standard (calculated using 90th percentile of o
ambient data for pH and temperature of that segment) and by using _
the "STANDARDS.EXE Program" developed by OWRM Permits Modelling.
(These environmental conditions are considered critical design
conditions to protect water quality and to comply with W0s.) If |
the 97th percentile of the in-stream data is greater than either

of the calculated NH; standards (chronic oxr acute}, then OWRM "
considers the standard is being viclated and the segment is WQL.

-

2.4.7 Wasteload Allocations Where The 7010 Is Zero Or Minimal .

‘A discharge to z water course with a 7Q10 of zero or near zero
‘would be required to have effluent limits that would comply with

. (
water quality standards, at a minimum. The discharge would hawve ’}}.
to be "self sustaining” so to comply with water quality TD& ] i
standards. Therefore, the discharge would be WQL. and .the 11¢€

e

receiving water course with a 7010 of zero near zerxo would be -
considered a tier 1 segment. ' -

A discharge to a tier 1 water that empties into a tier 2 water
would have to be evaluated for antidegradation at the point of
confiluence of the two water courses, if the discharge is in close
enough proximity to impact the tier 2 water. In the above
scenario, antidegradation requirements to protect tiler 2 waters
may apply to a discharge ta a tier 1 water. Therefore, effluent
limits may be. more stringent than required by the numerical watex
quality standaxds.

Tf a discharge occurs to a dry ditch or txibutary that empties
into a free flowing stream and the distance from the discharge to
the next confluence is too short to model (based upon the current
modelling programs), then the discharge should be modelled as if
it occurs directly to the free flowing stream.

2.4.8 Estnaries - Wasteload Allocationg & TMDL Developmert

Similar to freshwater streams, water quality wasteload

allocations (WQWLAs) and TMDLs in all tidal influenced waters

will be expressed as a mass limitation for the conventional
parameters (BOD;, cBOD; TKN, and NH;} and as a concentration for 3
toxics. ' '

Tidal freshwater segments and transition zone segments idesntified

Draft 3/04/94 2-54
‘ﬁffcs.cﬁwm wi“’ ..2"“_2

Tier l%sﬁF/Mﬂbﬂ fon Low Flow Streams:
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
WATER DIVISION

OFFICE OF WATER RESQOURCE MANAGEMENT

{SECOND DRAFT)
GUIDANCE MANUAL
FOR THE

VIRGINIA WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

March 4, 1994
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Date: 6/2/2011
To: Jennifer Howell, TRO JSH 6/13/2011

Permit Writer: RE Smithson

Facility: Oak Hall Shopping Centér

Permit Number: VA0090875

Issuance, Reissuance or Modification (if Modification describe) : reissuance
Permit Expiration Date: 11/30/11

Waterbody ID (ex: VAT-GI15E): VAT-CO9E

Topo Name: Hallwood Va 142A

Facility Address:

US Hwy 13at Rt. 175 (Nash Corner), Oak Hal, VA 23415

Receiving Stream: Attached are topographic maps showing facility property boundaries and outfall{s) locations for those
included in this request.

Stream Name: Unnamed Trib. To Tunnels Mill Br. To Bullbegger Creek

Click here 10 enter text.
Outfall #: 001 Lat Lon: 375634.9

Outfall #: 001 Lat Lon: 753218.4

Outfall #: Click here to enter text. Lat Lon: Click hers to enter text.
Stream Name (2): Click here io enter text.
Click here 1o enter text.

Qutfall #: Click here to enter text.

Lat Lon: Click here io enter text,

Qutfall #: Click here to enter text.

Lat Lon: Click here 1o enter toxi.

Qutfall #: Click here io enter text.

Tat Lon: Click here to enter fext.

If greater than 2 receiving streams or 3 outfalls per stream please provide a separate table with outfall listings and Latitude Longitude
description.

Is there a design flow change? If yes give the change. no
TMDL Review:

Is a TMDL IN PROGRESS for the receiving stream? NA
Has a TMDL been APPROVED that includes the receiving stream?
YES, see below

If yes, Include TMIDL Name, Pollutant(s) and date of approval:
Pocomoke Sound & Pocomoke River including Holdens Creck, Bulbegger Creck, and Pitts Creek Bacteria (Shellfish) TMDL
approved by EPA 4/15/2009 (SWCB approval 11/14/2009).

Is the facility assigned a WLA from the TMDL? | YES
If Yes, what is the WLA?

Fecal Coliform WLA = 7.57E+077 MPN/100mL (based on Design Flow = 0.01 MGD and 200MPN/100mL permitted FC cone)
Review will be compieted in 30 days of receipt of request.

Addifional Comments:




TMDL Permit Review ___ S

Bulbegger Creek in the 2010 Assessment for VAT-CO9E_BLBO1AQ6 - (ADMIN) condemnation # 075-033
A [effective 20081105) .

PARTIAL DELIST 2010 - Fecal Coliform - CO9E-10-SF {CFL 1998} So up until 2008 the shellfish use was
impuaired for Bulbeggar Cr and therefore made admin use removed in the 2610 IR.

Shellfishing Use Removed 2010 - DSS Adminisfrafive Condemnation - Condemnation # 075-033 A,
20081105. TMDL will remain in effect and WLA for VA0090875 should be maintainad based on permit
requirements.

The Recreation Use is impaired due to exceedance of the instantanscus criteria for Enterococcus
bacteria at station 7-BLB004.63 | 5 violate / 12 obs.). Covered under TMDL VAT-CO9E-SF {36957) EPA
approved 4/15/2009. No WLA for enterococci needed.

In addition, Bulbeggar Creek is a tributary to Chesapeake Bay segment POCMH, which is fisted in the
Chesapeake Bay TMDL (EPA approved 12/29/2010). No WLA has been assigned for VAOU?0875 in this
TMDL.
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TABLE III(a) AND TABLE III(b) -
CHANGE SHEETS
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ATTACHMENT 10

EPA PERMIT CHECKLIST



Part L. Virginia Draft Permit Submission Checklist
State “Transmittal Checklist” to Assist in Targeting
Municipal and Industrial Individual NPDES Draft Permits for Review

In accordance with the MOA established between the Commonwealth of Virginia and
the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region lll, the Commonwealth
submits the following draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit for Agency review and concurrence.

Facility Name: Oak Hall Shopping Center WWTP

NPDES Permit Number: VAQ090875

Permit Writer Name: R. E. Smithson

Date: 07/14/11

Major [ ] Minor [X] Industrial [ ] Municipal [X]

L.A. Draft Permit Package Submittal Includes: Yes No N/A

1. Permit Application? X

2. Complete Draft Permit (for renewal or first time permit — entire permit, including X
boilerplate information)?

3. Copy of Public Notice? - ' X

4. Compilete Fact Sheet? X

5. A Priority Pollutant Screening to determine parameters of concern? X

6. A Reasonable Potential analysis showing calculated WQBELs? X

7. Dissolved Oxygen calculations? ' X

8. Whole Effluent Toxicity Test summary and analysis? X

9. Permit Rating Sheet for new or modified industrial facilities? X

I.B. Permit/Facility Characteristics Yes No N/A

1. Isthis a new, or currently unpermitted facility? X

2. Are all permissible outfalls (including combined sewer overflow points, non-process
water and storm water) from the facility properly identified and authorized in the X
permit?

3. Does the fact sheet or permit contain a description of the wastewater treatment X
process?

I.B. P_ermit/Facility Characteristics — cont. Yes No N/A

4. Does the review of PCS/DMR data for at least the last 3 years indicate significant non- X
compliance with the existing permit?

5. Has there been any change in streamflow characteristics since the last permit was X
developed?




6. Does the permit allow the discharge of new or increased loadings of any pollutants?

7. Does the fact sheet or permit provide a description of the receiving water body(s) to
which the facility discharges, including information on low/critical flow conditions and
designated/existing uses?

8. Does the facility discharge fo a 303(d) listed water?

a. Has a TMDL been developed and approved by EPA for the impaired water?

b. Does the record indicate that the TMDL development is on the State priority list and
will most likely be developed within the life of the permit?

c. Does the facility discharge a pollutant of concern identified in the TMDL, or
303(d) listed water?

9. Have any limits been removed, or are any limits less stringent, than those in the
current permit?

10. Does the permit authorize discharges of storm water?

11. Has the facility substantially enlarged or altered its operation or substantially increased
its flow or production?

12. Are there any production-based, technology-based effluent limits in the permit?

13. Do any water quality-based effluent limit calculations differ from the State's standard
policies or procedures?

14. Are any WQBELs based on an interpretation of narrative criteria?

15. Does the permit incorporate any variances or other exceptions to the State’s standards
or regulations?

16. Does the permit contain a compliance schedule for any limit or condition?

17. Is there a potential impact to endangered/threatened species or their habitat by the
facility’s discharge(s)?

18. Have impacts from the discharge(s} at downstream potable water supplies been
evaluated?

19. Is there any indication that there is significant public interest in the permit action
proposed for this facility?

20. Have previous permit, application, and fact sheet been examined?




Region Ill NPDES Permit Quality Checklist — for POTWs
(To be completed and included in the record for POTWSs and other municipals)

IT.A. Permit Cover Page/Administration Yes No | N/A
. Does the fact sheet or permit describe the physical location of the facility, including X
fatitude and longitude (not necessarily on permit cover page)?
Does the permit contain specific authorization-to-discharge information (from where 1o X
where, by whom}?
IT.B. Effluent Limits — General Elements Yes No | N/A
Does the fact sheet describe the basis of final limits in the permit (e.g., thata
comparison of technology and water quality-based limits was performed, and the most X
stringent limit selected)?
Does the fact sheet discuss whether “antibacksliding” provisions were met for any X
limits that are less stringent than those in the previous NPDES permit?
I.C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (POTWSs) Yes No | N/A
Does the permit contain numeric limits for ALL of the following: BOD {or alternative, X
e.g., CBOD, COD, TOC), TSS, and pH?
Does the permit require at least 85% removal for BOD (or BOD alternative) and 7SS X
(or 5% for equivalent to secondary) consistent with 40 CFR Part 1337
a. If no, does the record indicate that application of WQBELSs, or some other means,
results in more stringent requirements than 85% removal or that an exception
consistent with 40 CFR 133.103 has been approved?
. Are technology-based permit limits expressed in the appropriate units of measure X
(e.g.., concentration, mass, SU)? :
. Are permit limits for BOD and TSS expressed in terms of both long term (e.g., average X
monthly) and short term (e.g., average weekly) limits?
. Are any concentration limitations in the permit less stringent than the secondary
treatment requirements (30 mg/l BODS and TSS for a 30-day average and 45 mg/l
BODS5 and TSS for a 7-day average)?
" a. If yes, does the record provide a justification (e.g., waste stabilization pond, trickling X
filter, etc.) for the alternate limitations?
II.D. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits Yes No | N/A
Does the permit include appropriate limitations consistent with 40 CFR 122.44(d) X
covering State narrative and numeric criteria for water quality?
Does the fact sheet indicate that any WQBELSs were derived from a completed and X
EPA approved TMDL?
I.D. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits — cont. Yes No | N/A
3. Does the fact sheet provide effluent characteristics for each outfall? X
Does the fact sheet document that a “reasonable potential” evaluation was performed? X




a. If yes, does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” evaluation was
performed in accordance with the State’s approved procedures?

b. Does the fact sheet describe the basis for aliowing or disallowing in-stream dilution
or a mixing zone?

c. Does the fact sheet present WLA calculation procedures for all pollutants that were
found to have “reasonable potential™?

d. Does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” and WLA calculations
accounted for contributions from upstream sources (i.e., do calculations include
ambient/background concentrations}?

¢. Does the permit contain numeric effluent limits for all pollutants for which
“reasonable potential’ was determined?

. Are all final WQBELSs in the permit consistent with the justification and/or
documentation provided in the fact sheet?

For all final WQBELSs, are BOTH long-term AND short-term effluent limits established?

. Are WQBELSs expressed in the permit using appropriate units of measure (€.g., mass,
concentration)?

Does the record indicate that an “antidegradation” review was performed in
accordance with the State’s approved antidegradation policy?

II.E. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

No

N/A

Does the permit require at least annual monitoring for all limited parameters and other
monitoring as required by State and Federal regulations?

a. If no, does the fact sheet indicate that the facility applied for and was granted a
monitoring waiver, AND, does the permit specifically incorporate this waiver?

Does the permit identify the physical location where monitoring is to be performed for
each outfall?

Does the permit require at least annual influent monitoring for BOD {or BOD
alternative) and TSS to assess compliance with applicable percent removal
requirements?

4. Does the permit require testing for Whole Effluent Toxicity?

II.F. Special Conditions

Yes

Ne

N/A

1. Does the permit include appropriate biosolids use/disposal requirements?

2. Does the permit include appropriate storm water program requirements?

II.F. Special Conditions - cont.

Yes

No

N/A

If the permit contains compliance schedule(s), are they consistent with statutory and
regulatory deadlines and requirements?

Are other special conditions (e.g., ambient sampling, mixing studies, TIE/TRE, BMPs,
special studies) consistent with CWA and NPDES regulations?

Does the permit allow/authorize discharge of sanitary sewage from points other than
the POTW outfall{s) or CSQ outfalls [i.e., Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) or
treatment plant bypasses]?

i



6. Does the permit authorize discharges from Combined Sewer Overflows (CS0s)?

a. Does the permit require implementation of the “Nine Minimum Controls™?

b. Does the permit require development and implementation of a “Long Term Control
Plan®?

¢. Does the permit require monitoring and reporting for CSO events?

7. Does the permit include appropriate Pretreatment Program requirements?

II.6. Standard Conditions

Yes

No

1. Does the permit contain all 40 CFR 122.41 standard conditions or the State equivalent
{or more stringent) conditions?

List of Standard Conditions — 40 CFR 122_41

Duty to comply Property rights Reporiing Requirements
Duty to reapply Duty to provide information Planned change
Need to halt or reduce activity Inspections and entry  Anticipated noncompliance
not a defense Monitoring and records Transfers
Duty to mitigateSignatory requirement Monitoring reports
Proper O & M Bypass Compliance schedules
Permit actions Upset 24-Hour reporting
Other non-compliance

2. Does the permit contain the additional standard condition {or the State equivalent or
more stringent conditions) for POTWs regarding notification of new introduction of
pollutants and new industrial users {40 CFR 122.42(b)]?




Part ll. NPDES Draft Permit Checklist

Region Ill NPDES Permit Quality Review Checklist — For Non-Municipals
{To be completed and included in the record for all non-POTWS)

not applicable
IT.A. Permit Cover Page/Administraticn Yes No | N/A
Does the fact sheet or permit describe the physical location of the facility, including
latitude and longitude (not necessarily on permit cover page)?
Does the permit contain specific authorization-to-discharge information (from where to
where, by whom)?
II.B. Effluent Limits - General Elements Yes No | N/A
Does the fact sheet describe the basis of final limits in the permit (e.g., that a
comparison of technology and water quality-based limits was performed, and the most
stringent limit selected)?
Does the fact sheet discuss whether “antibacksliding” provisions were met for any
limits that are less stringent than those in the previous NPDES permit?
Il.C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (Effluent Guidelines & BPJ) Yes

1. Is the facility subject to a national effiuent limitations guideline (ELG)?

a. If yes, does the record adequately document the categorization process, including
an evaluation of whether the facility is a new source or an existing source?

b. If no, does the record indicate that a technology-based analysis based on Best
Professional Judgement (BPJ) was used for all pollutants of concern discharged at
treatable concentrations?

For all limits developed based on BPJ, does the record indicate that the limits are
consistent with the criteria established at 40 CFR 125.3(d}?

Does the fact sheet adequately document the calculations used to develop both ELG
and for BPJ technology-based effluent limits?

For all limits that are based on production or flow, does the record indicate that the
calculations are based on a “reasonable measure of ACTUAL production” for the

facility (not design)?

Does the permit contain “tiered” limits that reflect projected increases in production or
flow?

a. If yes, does the permit require the facility to notify the permitting authority when
alternate levels of production or flow are attained?

. Are technology-based permit limits expressed in appropriate units of measure (e.g.,
concentration, mass, SU)?




not applicable

I.C. Technology-Based Effiuent Limits (Effluent Guidelines & BPJ} - cont.

Yes

No | N/A

Are all technolbgy—based limits expressed in terms of both maximum daily, weekly
average, andfor monthly average limits?

Are any final limits less stringent than required by applicable effluent limitations
guidelines or BPJ?

II.D. Water Quality-Basged Effluent Limits

Yes

No | N/A

Does the permit include appropriate limitations consistent with 40 CFR 122.44(d)
covering State narrative and numeric criteria for water quality?

Does the record indicate that any WQBELs were derived from a completed and EPA
approved TMDL?

3. Does the fact sheet provide effluent characteristics for each outfall?

e

Does the fact sheet document that a “reasonable potential” evaluation was performed?

a. lf yes, does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” evaluation was
performed in accordance with the State’s approved procedures?

b. Does the fact sheet describe the basis for allowing or disallowing in-stream dilution
or a mixing zone?

¢. Does the fact sheet present WLA calculation procedures for all pollutants that were
found to have “reasonable potential™?

d. Does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” and WLA calculations
accounted for contributions from upstream sources (i.e., do calculations include
ambient/background concentrations where data are available)?

e. Does the permit contain numeric effluent limits for all pollutants for which
“reasonable potential” was determined?

Are all final WQBELS in the permit consistent with the justification and/or
documentation provided in the fact sheet?

For all final WQBELSs, are BOTH long-term {e.g., average monthly) AND shori-term
(e.g., maximum daily, weekly average, instantaneous) effluent limits established?

Are WQBELs expressed in the permit using appropriate units of measure (e.g., mass,
concenfration)?

Does the fact sheet indicate that an “antidegradation” review was performed in
accordance with the State’s approved antidegradation policy?

II.E. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

Yes

No

1. Does the permit require at least annual monitoring for all limited parameters?

21



a. If no, does the fact sheet indicate that the facility applied for and was granted a
monitoring waiver, AND, does the permit specifically incorporate this waiver?

2. Does the permit identify the physical location where monitoring is to be performed for
each outfall?

3. Does the permit require testing for Whole Effluent Toxicity in accordance with the
State’s standard practices?

II.F. Special Conditions

Yes

No

N/A

1. Does the permit require development and implementation of a Best Management
Practices (BMP) plan or site-specific BMPs?

a. If yes, does the permit adequately incorporate and require compliance with the
BMPs?

2. If the permit contains compliance schedule(s), are they consistent with statutory and
regulatory deadlines and requirements?

3. Are other special conditions (e.g., ambient sampling, mixing studies, TIE/TRE, BMPs,
special studies) consistent with CWA and NPDES regulations?

II.@. Standard Conditions

Yes

No

N/A

—_—

Does the permit contain all 40 CFR 122.41 standard conditions or the State equivalent
{or more stringent) conditions?

List of Standard Conditions — 40 CFR 122.41

Duty to comply Property fights Reporting Requirements

Duty to reapply Duty to provide information Planned change

Need to halt or reduce activity Inspections and entry  Anticipated noncompliance
not a defense Monitoring and records Transfers

Duty to mitigateSignatory requirement Monitoring reports

Proper O & M Bypass Compliance schedules

Permit actions Upset 24-Hour reporting

Other non-compliance

2. Does the permit contain the additional standard condition (or the State equivalent or
more stringent conditions) for existing non-municipal dischargers regarding pollutant
notification levels [40 CFR 122.42(a)]?




Part III. Signature Page

Based on a review of the data and other information submitted by the permit
applicant, and the draft permit and other administrative records generated by the
Department/Division and/or made available to the Department /Division, the
information provided on this checklist is accurate and complete, to the best of

my knowledge.

Name Robert E. Smithson, Jr.

Title Epwironmental Engin@nior
1

Signature

Date 0714111
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CHRONOLOGY SHEET



5’5/

VPLES PERMIT PROGRAM

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

APPLICATION . ADDITIONAL INFO . APPLICATION/ADD INFO | APPLICATION/ADD. INFO
RECEIVED . REQUESTED . DUE BACK IN RO . RECETVED -
05/19/11 05/23/11 05/23/11 06/22/11

APPLICATION TO VDH: 06/22/11 VDH CCMMENTS RECEIVED: 06/27/11

APPLICATION TO DSS: 06/22/11 DSS COMMENTS RECETVED: 07/06/11

APPLICATION ADMIN, COMPLETE: 06/22/11 ZPPLICATION TECH. COMPLETE: 07/06/11

DATE FORWARDED TO ADMIN: N/A

Date DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENT [CHRONOLOGY CF EVENTS] (Mectings, telephone calls, letters, memos, hearings,

etc. affecting permit from application to issuance)

05/19/11 | Application received

05/23/11 | Application reviewed for completeness and accuracy

05/23/11 | Consultant advised of deficiencies via e-mail

06/02/1%1 | TMDL & Planning: requested input

06/13/11 | TMDL & Planning data received

06/22/11 | Revised application returned to DEQ and immediately =ent to VDH, DSS, VMRC for comments

06/27/11 | VDH comments received.

07/06/11 | DSS comments received. Application deemed totally/technically complete

07/12/11 | Application complete letter gSent out

07/15/11 | DP/FS developed

07/21/11 | Draft package routed for comments




ATTACHMENT 12

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

50



- o

There were no comments received during the public comment period and there were no
objections to the reissuance of this VPDES permit for the Oak hall Shopping Center.



ATTACHMENT 13

OTHER DOCUMENTS
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TIDEWATER REGIONAL OFFICE
Doug Domenech 5636 Southern Boulevard, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462 David K. Paylor

Secretary of Natural Resources (757) 518-2000 Fax (757) 518-2009 Director

www.deq.virginia.gov

July 12,2011

Mr. James Koehler, Vice-President
Oak Hall Shopping Center

655 Fox Run Road, Suite B
Findley, OH 45840

RE: VPDES Permit Reissuance VA0090875
Qak Hall Shopping CenterWastewater Treatment Plant

Oak Hall, VA

Dear Mr. Koehler:

Your revised application received June 22, 2011 has been reviewed and it appears to be complete. Other
reviews of the application will be required by state agencies to ensure that public health and the environment

will be protected.

The next steps involve assembling the information necessary to develop the permit imitations and then
drafting the permit. Once the draft permit is prepared and the appropriate reviews are performed, I will
transmit the draft permit and supporting documentation to you for review.

Thank you for your cooperation and that of your consultant in submitting the completed application. If you
have any questions about our procedures or the status of your draft permit, please feel free to call me at (757)

518-2106.

" Robert E. Smithson
Environmental Engineer Senior

cc: DEQ ECM File .
Mr. Don Hearl, ESS (Consultant)
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Health
DIVISION OF SHELLFISH SANITATION
109 Governor Street, Room 614-B Ph: 804-864-7487
Richmond, VA 23219 Fax: 804-864-7481

MEMORANDUM
DATE: 7/6/2011

TO:

Robert E. Smithson, Jr.
Department of Environmental Quality

FROM: B. Keith Skiles, MPH, Classification Chief

SuU

Division of Shellfish Sanitation
BJECT: Qak Hall Shopping Center WWTP

City / County: Accomack County

Waterbody: Unnamed tributary to Tunnels Mill Branch to Bulbegger Creek
Type: VPDES [JVMRC [JvPA [Jvwp [JJPA [J Other
Application / Permit Number: VA0090875

[J The project will not affect shellfish growing waters.

[] The project is located in approved shellfish growing waters, however, the activity as described will rot
require a change in classification.

The project is located in condemned shellfish growing waters and the activity, as described, will not cause
an increase in the size or type of the existing closure.

[] The project will affect condemned shelifish waters and will not cause an increase in the size of the fotal
condemnation. However, a prohibited area (an area from which shellfish relay to approved waters for self-
purification is not altowed) will be required within a portion of the currently condemned area. See comments.

[] A buffer zone (including a prohibited area) has been previously established in the vicinity of this discharge,
however, the closure will have to be revised. Map attached.

[] This project will affect approved shellfish waters. If this discharge is approved, a buffer zone (including a
prohibited area) will be established in the vicinity of the discharge. Map attached.

[[1 Other.

ADDITIONAL

COMMENTS:

Area#t: 75 WD H&"’iﬁ:&q

bks Froter i, s sk Y Ervssusrrent

st vells. virging. gov shedilnd
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Karen Remley, MD, MBA, FAAP DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

s ey M 830 Southampton Avenue
e oalth Commissioner OFFICE OF DRINKING WATER Sufte 205
I 'Wesley Kleene, PhD, PE ireinia Fi Ay
Director, Office of Drinking Water Southeast Vlrgmla Field Office EhD??S(;)Sz%BB 82365000
ax -2007
MEMORANDUM
TO: Robert E. Smithson Jr. DATE: jUN 24 ?ﬂﬁ

Environmental Engineer Senior
Department of Environmental Quality — Tidewater Regional Office

FROM: Daniel B. Horne, PE 2 ¢
' Engineering Field Director \Z?::E;j:}/_

ECEIVED ~DEQ\
JUN 27 201

\ Tidewater Regional

CITY/COUNTY: Accomack Office
PROJECT TYPE: O New Renewal or Revision
%) VPDES O VPA O VWPP O JPA O Other:

21 Number: VA 0090875
OWNER/APPLICANT: TAJ Oak Hall LLC/Environmental Systems Services, Ltd.
PROJECT: 'Oak Hall Shopping Center

'®l There are no public water supply raw water intakes located within 15 miles downstream or within one tidal
cycle upstream of the existing project.

mE The raw water intake for the ) waterworks is located miles
' [downstream/upstream] of the discharge. This should be a sufficient distance to minimize the impacts of
the discharge. We recommend a minimum Reliability Class of for this facility.
O The raw water intake for the waterworks is located miles

[downstream/upstream (within one tidal cycle)) of the discharge.
01 Please forward a copy of the Draft Permit for our review and comment.

O Comments:

Prepared by: W / MA"/

Dixod W. Tucker, PE
District Engineer

pe: V D.H. - Office of Drinking Water, Field Services Engineer
RADIST22\Accomack\DEQ Permits\201 1\OakHallShoppingCenterjune2011.docx

// VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT
OF HEALTH

Profecting You and Your Environment

WWW.VDH . VIRGINIA.GOV
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Smithson Jr., Robert (DEQ)

To: Horne, Daniel (VDH); Stagg, Ben (MRC); Howell, Beth {MRC); Skiles, Keith (VDH)
Subject: Permit Application for Review-VA0090875 Oak Hall Shopping Center, Accomack County
Attachments: VA0090875 applic2011.pdf; VAGDQ0875 VDH Itr 2011.pdf; VAO0Q0875 DSS lItr 2011.pdf;

VA0090875 VMRC Itr 2011.pdf

Attached is a link to the FTP site to access a permit application for your review. Under the folder for the facility listed
above on the FTP site, there is a letter for each agency and the permit application. Please pull the information that you
need off the FTP site or reference the attachments here.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

ftp://ftp.deq.virginia.gov/wps/PERMIT/TRO/VDH,%20D55,%20VMRC%20For%20Review/VA0090875%200ak2%20Hall%20
Shopping%20Center/

é;?

et



Smithson Jr., Robert (DEQ)

From: Smithson Jr., Smithson,Robert (DEQ)

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2011 4:23 PM

To: valeriac@ess-services.com'

Cc: Mastice, Barbara (DEQ)

Subject: Oak Hall Shopping Center Permit Application

Hi Valerie, reviewed application and comments are (almost same as with
Sunset Bay) as follows:

Sludge Form 25

1. Page 2 of 16 - 1.d. facility zip code is wrong. Zip also needs
correcting on first page (bottom) of General Form 1

2. EPA Form 1needs corrections for items A.({private) not public and item 56
under status of operator (P) for private (not M).

3. EPA Form 2A-pages 8 and 10-21: need N/A to appear on each. Revisit pages
on form 2A in particular

4. Revisit public notice authorization form: needs to say Eastern Shore
News, etc.

Let me know if you have questions



Smithson Jr., Smithson,Robert (DEQ)

ey

From: Valeria Compton [valeriac@ess-services.com]

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 3:22 PM

To: Smithson Jr., Smithson,Robert (DEQ)

Subject: RE: Reissuance : VPDES Applications Due For Oak Hall Shopping Center and Sunset Bay
South

| have them on my calendar......Have a wonderful weekend.

Val

From: Smithson Jr., Smithson,Robert (DEQ) [mailto:Robert.SmithsonIr@deq.virginia.gov]

Sent: Friday, April 01, 2011 3:00 PM -

To: valeriac@ess-services.com; donh@ess-services.com

Cc: McConathy, James {DEQ)

Subject: Reissuance : VPDES Applications Due For Oak Hall Shopping Center and Sunset Bay South

Hi Valerie,

Just a reminder that the application for reissuance of Sunset Bay South {VA0054003) is due May 9, 2011 and Oak Hall
Shopping Center (VAQ090875} is due June 3, 2011. Please respond by telling me that you have these dates on your
calendar and that everything at your end is proceeding along just fine and you don’t anticipate any problems to meet
those submittal dates. At least that’s how | hope you'll respond. It's Friday and | wouldn’t like bad news ...

Let me know too if you are encountering any problems. Thanks. Have a good weekend..



